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Chapter 6
THE LIKERT- AND THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL-TECHNIQUE 
APPLIED TO ETHNOCENTRIC ATTITUDES: A METHODOLOGICAL 
COMPARISON
G. Verberk, P. Scheepers and A . Felling
6.1. Introduction
The electorate of right-wing political parties has grown over the last years 
(Elbers and Fennema 1993). A complex of attitudes, labelled ethnocentrism, 
is assumed to be the most important predictor to vote for these parties 
(Falter and Schumann 1988; Billiet et al. 1992). Ethnocentrism may be 
defined as a favourable attitude towards the own national group, ‘the 
ingroup’, and an unfavourable attitude towards ethnic minorities, ‘the 
outgroups’ (Sumner 1906).
The technique used most frequently to measure ethnocentrism, is 
undoubtedly the Likert-technique, This preference of many researchers 
contradicts the fact that the semantic differential has some methodological 
advantages above the Likert-technique. In a Dutch survey both instruments 
are used to measure ethnocentric attitudes. By means of secondary analyses 
we aim to compare the techniques on measurement-technical aspects and on 
empirical findings.
6.2. A measurement-technical introduction: Likert versus Osgood
The construction of the measurements
In order to construct a measurement according to the Likert-technique, first 
several items are selected. These items are meant to represent the domain 
of content. In every item an object accompanied by a particular attribute are 
described, An example is: "In general, Spaniards behave indecently". Each 
item is scored on a five-point continuum containing categories from strongly 
agree to strongly disagree. The categories are provided with numbers. Later, 
the scores of each respondent are summed up. This summation indicates the 
position of the respondent regarding the particular attitude.
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The semantic differential is a technique to measure the associative meaning 
of an object (Osgood 1955a, 1955b, 1957). The semantic differential consists 
of several rating-scales with contrasting adjectives anchored at the ends. By 
example:
Spaniards:
decent 1-2-3-4-5 indecent
The respondents are asked to put a mark in the position indicating their 
feeling towards a particular object. Through recoding and summation over 
more rating-scales, the end-score of the respondents ’is achieved, indicating 
his position regarding this particular attitude.
Problems in the construction of the measurements
By comparison with the semantic differential, the Likert-technique is 
problematic in a few ways. First, the connection of an object with an 
attribute may lead to laborious formulations. Second, point-items or not- 
extremely formulated items, are sometimes part of the Likert-measurement. 
Point-items constitute a problem because answers to the particular items can 
have different meanings. In such cases an unambiguous interpretation is no 
longer possible (Swanborn 1988). It is preferable to formulate items such 
that they directly refer to the theoretical construct (Billiet et al. 1984). At 
the same time it is often complicated to formulate the contrast of a 
particular evaluative dimension. Therefore, by applying the Likert-technique, 
it is difficult to rule out response-set effects.
These problems can easily be solved by applying the semantic 
differential. The items in the semantic differential have a simple bipolar 
character. The risk of response-set can be minimized by changing the place 
of the favourable and unfavourable adjectives, Also, the semantic 
differential-technique does not constitute problems concerning item- 
formulations. Therefore, point-items are simply avoided.
6.3. Research questions
The purpose of this study is to compare two techniques to measure 
ethnocentrism on measurement-technical aspects and on empirical findings. 
Few studies have investigated the differences between measurement- 
techniques concerning reliability and validity. The studies where this 
comparison was performed on an empirical level, provided mixed conclusions 
(Jaccard et al. 1975; Flamer 1983; Ofir et al. 1987). Therefore, we do not 
propose concrete hypotheses in the present study, but we pose open
questions. The research question is: MWhat are the differences in reliability 
and validity between the measurement of ethnocentrism by means of the 
likert-technique and by means of the semantic differential?". Successively we 
consider (a) the content validity, here analysis of theoretical and 
measurement-technical aspects concerning ethnocentric attitudes; (b) the 
reliability, here the item consistency; (c) the construct validity, here the 
relationship between theoretical assumptions and empirical findings.
tf.4. Data
This study is based on data derived from a survey in the Dutch city of 
Nijmegen, held in the spring of 1992, By way of a one-stage random sample, 
1034 potential respondents were selected. Two points about the subjects and 
sampling procedure deserve brief comment. First, the response-rate amounts 
31% (N=323). It appeared that the non-response is not selective according 
to gender, age, marital status and quarter.1 Second, to examine the 
representativeness of the sample used for analysis, sampie-to-population 
comparisons were made for age and gender. According to these comparisons, 
the sample distribution closely corresponded to that of the population of 
Nijmegen.2 The interview, which consisted of a verbal and a written part, 
took V/i hour. The questions were submitted to respondents by means of a 
mainly pre-structured questionnaire. The questionnaire went into the social- 
cultural situation of the respondents.3
6,5* Operationalization
Three theoretical considerations regarding ethnocentrism have played a 
central role in the operationalization (Adorno et al, 1950/1982; Levine and 
Campbell 1972; Eisinga en Scheepers 1989; Scheepers et al. 1989). The first 
consideration concerns the assumption that ethnocentrism is a complex of a 
favourable attitude towards the ingroup and an unfavourable attitude towards 
outgroups. We have operationalized both dimensions. Second, the 
unfavourable attitude does not refer to just one specific outgroup, but to 
various outgroups. Therefore different ethnic groups have been taken as 
object to measure the attitude towards outgroups.4 Third, it is assumed that 
ethnocentrism results from two related but distinct mental processes, called 
social identification and social contra-identification (Tajfel 1981, 1982a, 
1982b). According to the social (contra) identity theory, people have the 
fundamental need to belong to a social group. They also need a favourable 
self-identity and a favourable group-identity. That is why they compare their
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own social group with others. They are inclined to compare only 
characteristics regarding which their ingroup is superior to outgroups. 
Therefore they selectively perceive favourably valued characteristics of the 
ingroup (social identification), and they selectively perceive unfavourably 
valued characteristics of outgroups (social contra-identification).
The favourable attitude towards the ingroup has been measured by 
means of items in which Dutch people are the object, Surinamese, Spaniards, 
Turks, Moroccans and asylum-seekers are the relevant objects in the items, 
which are indicative of the unfavourable attitude towards outgroups.5 We 
have attributed stereotypes to the ingroup and the outgroups. By applying 
the Likert-technique, favourably valued stereotypes have been attributed to 
the ingroup and unfavourably valued stereotypes have been attributed to 
outgroups (Levine and Campbell 1972; Shaver 1977). In order to prevent 
response-set, two items which contain a favourable evaluation of outgroups 
have been included. In these so-called response-set breakers the objects are 
ethnic minorities.6 The favourable stereotype in the semantic 
differential-items has been placed changeably on the right or on the left. In 
table 1, the items are presented.
6.6. Analysis and results
Content validity
To consider the difference between the discerned measurement regarding the 
content validity, we have compared the operationalizations. The selection 
criteria of objects and attributes have been similar for the Likert-technique 
and the semantic differential. Objects and attributes have been chosen such 
that they link with the daily social life of the respondents. Objects and 
attributes represent the continuum of the attitude at stake fairly well.
The operationalization of ethnocentrism is also based on the theoretical 
assumptions described above. We conclude that the content validity of the 
measurements, according to the Likert-technique and according to the 
semantic differential, is guaranteed.
Nevertheless, we suspect that the latter has a higher degree of content 
validity. First,the semantic differential has no problems in item-formulation. 
Therefore, point-items do not appear in this measurement.7 Second, 
although there are two response-set breakers in the Likert-measurement, the 
danger of response-set by applying this technique is higher than in case of 
using the semantic differential. When using the latter, response-set can be 
excluded very easily.
Scale construction
By means of principal factor analysis, we have tested whether the items, 
theoretically assumed to be indicative of a certain dimension, refer 
statistically to the dimension concerned. Because we had explicit theoretical 
considerations prior to the analysis, we have performed confirmatory factor 
analysis (Kim and Mueller 1983).8 The appropriateness of the factor model 
was determined on conventional criteria.9 The results of the factor analysis 
are presented in table 1.
First we consider the results of the factor analysis with the Likert-items 
as input. The theoretical assumed bifactorial structure appears to be 
corroborated. The items that have been assumed to be indicative of the 
favourable attitude towards the ingroup refer to the factor ‘favourable 
attitude towards the ingroup* (IN). All items in which outgroups have been 
connected to an unfavourably evaluated attribute, load high on the factor 
‘unfavourable attitudes towards outgroups' (OUT), Also the response-set 
breakers (V113 and V117) load on the factor "OUT*. Because the loadings 
of these items are low, we have not included these particular items in the 
scale.
Because of the exclusion of the response-set breakers, we have examined 
possible response-set effects. Seven respondents had an extreme score (score
1,2,4 or 5) on every Likert ingroup-item and/or every Likert outgroup-item. 
Two respondents consistently chose the middle category (answer category 3), 
Elimination of these nine respondents leads to the same results for the scale- 
construction as well as for following analyses. Therefore, the results 
presented in this study refer to the whole sample.
Next, we discuss the scale-construction of the semantic differential. Item 
V220 loads on both dimensions of ethnocentrism. After elimination of this 
item the bifactorial structure is present. The theoretically assumed ingroup- 
items load on the factor ‘IN’. The items in which the objects are outgroups, 
load on the factor ‘OUT. However, not every item meets the criteria. The 
items V201, V203, V205, V213 and V223 have all low factor loadings and 
low communaiities, Therefore these items have been excluded.
Also, response-set effects on the semantic differential have been examined. 
As expected, the number of respondents who consistently chose the same 
extreme score is low. This concerns only one respondent. However, 116 
respondents consistently chose on every ingroup-item and/or on every 
outgroup-item the middle category (answer category 3). Elimination of these 
117 respondents does not change the results, however. For the semantic 
differential the results presented in this chapter also refer to the whole 
sample.
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Table la. Ethnocentrism, operationalization, frequencies and
factoranalysis (factorloadings less than .20 are not 
reported).
UKERT-TECHNIQUE <K«184)
Favourable attitude towards the ingroqp
V101 Everywhere in the world Dutch people 
are beloved.
V102 We, the Dutch people, or« always willing 
to put our shoulders to the wheel.
VI03 Generally speaking* Holland is a better 
country than moat other countries*
V104 We, the Dutch people, have reason to b« 
proud of our history.
V105 Other countries can learn a lot of good 
things from our country.
V106 Every Dutchman ought to pay honour to 
our national symbols like the national 
. flag and the national anthem.
VI07 In striving for international co-opera- 
. tion, we have to take care that no 
typical Dutch customs get lost.
VI08 I am proud to be a Dutchman.
Unfavourable attitude towards outgroqpe
V111 PeopLe from Surinam are short-tempered.
V112 Asylun-seekers come to our country in 
order to profit.
V113 In general, ethnic minorities behave 
decently.
V114 Foreigners carry alt kinds of dirty 
smells around.
V115 Spaniards don't reckon with other 
people.
V116 Host Turks are easy*going.
V117 In general, ethnic minorities adapt well 
to the Dutch way of life.
V118 Turks have so many children because 
they are slightly backward.
V119 In general, Spaniards behave indecently.
V120 With Moroccans you never know for certain 
whether or not they are going to be 
aggressive.
V121 Host people from Surinam work quite 
slowly.
V122 Host Haroccans are rudo people,
V123 There are many criminals among asylum- 
seekers.
variance explained * 48.8%
frequencies
agree neutral disagree h* loadings
17.2 20.5 62.3 .32 . . . .54
28,2 33.7 37.5 .43 . . . .69
50.3 25.2 24.5 .36 . . . .64
33.3 30.0 36.6 «49 . . . .68
34.7 39.6 25.6 .33 . . . .58
35,3 28.5 36.2 .46 — .62
57.6 23.5 19.0 .29 . . . .52
58.6 29.9 11.5 .59 . . . .73
frequencies (X) 
agree neutral disagree h* loadings
14.8 49.1 36.0 .37 .57
12.9 30.2 56.9 .49 .54 .27
37.6 48.6 13.8 . . . . . . . . .
4.2 26.6 69.2 . . . . . . . . .
2.5 29.5 68.0 .53 .77 . . .
9.2 35.0 55.a .61 .79 . . .
18.7 48.7 32.6 . . . — . . .
8-5 20.1 71.3 .45 .62 . . .
1.1 24.2 74.7 .72 .89 . . .
11.2 27.7 61.1 .62 .80
19.1 34.4 46.5 .54 .73 . . .
4.8 21.2 74.0 .68 .83 . . .
7.3 32.2 60.5 .50 .62 . . .
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Table lb. Ethnocentrism, operationalization» frequencies and 
factoranalysis (factorloadings less than .20 are not 
reported).
SEHAHTIC OIFFERENTIAL-TECHHlQUE (N-322) 
Favourable attitude towards the ingroup
V201 Dutch people)
ogreeable....d t sagreeBb L •
V202 Dutch people;
unreliable....reliable
V203 Dutch people;
decent.....indecent 
V204 Dutch people:
stupid.....intelligent 
V205 Dutch people:
tactful....tact less
V206 Dutch people:
dishonest....honest
Unfavourable attitude towards outgroups
V211 Surinâmes:
decent....indecent
V212 Surinâmes:
tactful....tactless
V213 Surinâmes:
calm....short-tempered
V214 Turks:
stupid.....intelligent 
V215 Turks:
decent.....indecent
V216 Turks;
dishonest....honest
V217 Horoccans:
disagreeable....agreeable
V21B Horoccans:
decent....indecent
V219 Horoccans:
dishonest.....honest 
V220 Spaniards;
agreeable....disagreeable
V221 Spaniards:
décent....fndsccnt
V222 Spaniards:
dishonest....,honest 
V223 Asylum'* seekers:
diligent....lazy
V224 Asylum-seekers:
dishonest....honest
V225 Asylum-seekers;
agreeable....disagreeable
variance explained » 35.3%
left neutral 
adjective
right
adjective h* loadings
A3.8 52.5 3.7 . . . ........
¿.2 46.6 47.2 .57 —  .72
32.6 53.1 14.3 . . . ........
4.7 57.5 37.9 .25 — .49
16.9 65.8 15.2 . . . ........
5.9 56.2 37.9 .40 . . .  .64
freauencfes <%) 
left neutral 
adjective
right
adjective h* loadings
37.0 59.0 4.0 .36 .60 —
7.1 75.2 17.7 ,28 ,50 —
17.7 55.9 26.4 . . . ........
6.S 77.6 15.a .21 .45 —
29.2 58.1 12.7 .32 .55 ---
9.0 67 A 23.6 .45 .67 ---
12.1 72.4 15.5 .40 .62 ---
23.0 65.8 11.2 .23 .45 —
10.9 71.7 17.4 .52 .76 « *
28.9 64.9 6.2 — ........
29.8 66.1 4.0 .36 .55 ---
3.4 76.7 19.9 .36 .57 —
16.8 74.2 9.0 — ........
9.0 76.1 14.9 .31 .57 —
14.0 £0.1 5.9 .29 .57 —
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The scale construction has resulted in four measurement-scales. In these 
scales exactly the same objects have been selected, Dutch people are the 
objects in the items to measure the favourable attitude towards the ingroup, 
In the outgroup-items the objects are Surinamese, Spaniards, Moroccans, 
Turks, and asylum-seekers. The connection of objects to attributes is not the 
same for both scales. Nevertheless we consider the measurement-scales 
according to the Likert-technique and according to the semantic differential 
to be conceptually equivalent. After all, in both cases the same objects have 
been connected to similar attributes. As both scales have the goal to 
measure ethnocentric attitudes, the functional equivalency is also guaranteed.
Reliability
The reliability of the four sets of items (Cronbach’s alpha) is presented in 
table 2.
Table 2. Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha).
Scale Cronbach’s alpha Mean inter-item correlations
Likert
attitude towards the ingroup .84 .40
attitude towards outgroups .92 .53
Semantic differential
attitude towards the ingroup .65 38
attitude towards outgroups ,85 ,33
There is variation in the reliabilities of the four scales. The reliability of the 
Likert outgroup-scale is good: Cronbach’s alpha is .92. The reliability of the 
likert ingroup-scale and the semantic differential outgroup-scale is 
acceptable: Cronbach's alphas are respectively .84 and .85, The reliability of 
the scale to measure the favourable attitude towards the ingroup according 
to the semantic differential is moderate, namely .65, This moderate reliability 
is no surprise considering the small number of items in this scale, In 
consideration of the mean inter-item correlation of the semantic differential 
ingroup-scale (.38), the moderate reliability of the scale may probably be 
regarded as an effect of the small number of items.
Construct validity
We have compared the construct validity of the discerned measurement 
techniques in three different ways. First, we have examined the relationship 
between the dimensions of ethnocentrism and simultaneously we have 
checked whether the empirical findings corroborate the theoretical
hypotheses on this relationship. Next, we have examined whether 
ethnocentric attitudes prevail in those social categories that have been 
consistently mentioned in previous research. Finally, we have considered the 
relationship between ethnocentrisra and relevant predictors.
Construct validity: correlation between ethnocentric attitudes 
Ethnocentrism is assumed to consist of two highly related dimensions: a 
favourable attitude towards the ingroup and an unfavourable attitude towards 
outgroups (Adorno et al. 1950/1982; Levine and Campbell 1972). From, the 
analysis with the Likert-technique, we found that the correlation (Pearson’s 
correlation coefficient) between both factors constituting ethnocentrism is .42. 
As theoretically assumed, the correlation is positive. Completely contradictory 
to the theoretical assumptions, the semantic differential dimensions of 
ethnocentrism correlate negatively: Pearson’s correlation is -,32, We shall 
revert to this finding in the discussion.
Construct validity: ethnocentrism of social categories 
From theoretical studies, we have selected the characteristics age» education 
and social class.10 Ethnocentrism has been found to be more strongly 
present among people of higher age (Saenger 1953; Selznick and Steinberg 
1969, Glock et al. 1975; Schuman et al. 1985), among people with a lower 
education (Saenger 1953, Westie 1964, Harding et al. 1969, Selznick and 
Steinberg 1969, Berelson and Steiner 1972; Schäfer and Six 1978; Schuman 
et al. 1985), and among lower social classes (Lipset 1959; Westie 1964; 
Roghmann 1966; Selznick and Steinberg 1969; Harding et al. 1969; Simpson 
and Yinger 1972; Glock et al. 1975; Schäfer and Six 1978). To examine the 
differences among the discerned social categories on both dimensions of 
ethnocentrism, we have performed a one way analysis of variance. The 
results that concern the nonlinear bivarlate relationships between social 
categories and ethnocentric attitudes are reported in table 3.
First, we describe the results from the analyses with the Likert-technique. 
The relationships between categories of age, education and social class on 
the one hand and ethnocentric attitudes on the other hand are statistically 
significant Nevertheless, the empirical findings are slightly different from the 
theoretical assumptions put forward by previous researchers.
The assumed relation between age and ethnocentrism corroborates 
previous findings. Higher age coincides with a more favourable attitude 
towards the ingroup and a more unfavourable attitude towards ethnic 
outgroups. Therefore, ethnocentric attitudes are found more strongly among 
people in their sixties. However, not people who are in their twenties but
G. Verberk, P. Schcepers and A. Felling - The Llkerl- and the semantic differential- 123
technique applied to ethnocentric attitudes: a methodoloclcal comparison
124 Measurement problems in social and behavioral research
people who are in their thirties dissociate themselves most strongly from 
ethnocentric attitudes* The differences between those age-categories are 
small. Ethnocentrism and education are strongly correlated. Higher educated 
people have less ethnocentric attitudes than lower educated people. 
Nevertheless, not people with only elementary school but people with lower 
secondary school identify most strongly with the national ingroup.
As expected, large proprietors, university graduates, higher and lower 
controllers and skilled non-manual workers dissociate themselves most 
strongly from ethnocentric attitudes. In contrast with previous findings, 
routine non-manual workers identify most strongly with the ingroup. 
However, the difference between their mean score on this dimension and the 
mean score of small proprietors, and skilled, semiskilled, and unskilled 
manual workers is small. Unskilled manual workers contra-identify 
themselves less with outgroups than manual supervisors, skilled and 
semiskilled manual workers.
Application of the semantic differential shows completely different results 
as the ones mentioned above. Ethnocentrism measured by means of the 
semantic differential shows no significant relationships with variables that 
have shown quite consistent relationships in previous research*
Construct validity: ethnocentrism and relevant predictors 
From a wide range of theories, we have selected some factors to explain 
ethnocentrism. To figure out the relation between ethnocentrism and 
relevant predictors, figure 1 needs to be examined.11
The relation between social positions on the one hand and ethnocentric 
attitudes on the other hand, are intermediated by certain attitudes which 
incite social identification and social contra-identification,
It is assumed that authoritarianism, Christian beliefs and localism incite 
and intensify these two processes (cf., Eisinga and Scheepers 1989; Scheepers 
et al. 1990; Eisinga et al. 1991; Billiet et al. 1992). To examine the 
relationship between ethnocentrism and relevant predictors, we have 
performed multiple regression analysis.12 The parameters of the full 
recursive models have been estimated. The results are presented in table 
4.13 We consider the theoretically assumed and the empirical effects.
For the Likert-technique as well as for the semantic differential some 
theoretically assumed relations are not significant* Also, theoretically not 
assumed relations are significant. Therefore, the convergent validity as well 
as the discriminant validity is not guaranteed. The differences between the 
discerned measurements regarding their number of falsified relations is 
small.
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Table 3, Ethnocentrism of social categories: one way analysis of
variance, IN= favourable attitude towards the ingroup, 
OUT= unfavourable attitude towards outgroups.
Likeri Semantic
differential
IN OUT IN OUTAGEentire population 24.82 23.11 10.15 34.27aged to 17 - 29 23.29 22,57 09.96 34.71aged to 30 - 39 23.07 20.95 10.15 34.15aged to 40 - 49 24.64 22.60 10.50 34.20aged to 50 - 59 27.74 26.13 09.90 34.31aged to 60 - 69 29.62 27.47 10.33 33.58
N 318 298 322 322feta 00.43 00.34 00.14 00.08F 17^2* 0930* 01.59 00.45
EDUCATION 
entire population 24.82 23.11 10.16 34.27elementary school 27.04 26.56 09.96 35.71lower vocational school 28.03 26.52 10.31 35.63lower secondary school 28.91 25.50 10.26 34.02secondary vocational school 26.91 25.81 10.29 34.16O- and A- levels 23.36 21.69 10.00 34.28college 22.59 2156 10.23 33.64university 21.96 19.59 09.98 33.91
N 318 298 - 322 322feta 00.47 00.41 00.09 00.15F 14.38* 09.60* 00.43 01.15
SOCIAL CLASS entire population 25.08 23.29 10.23 34.35large proprietors, higher controllers, university graduates 23.42 22.45 10.23 34.4(3lower controllers, skilled non-manual workers 23.46 21.25 10.01 33,90routine non-manual workers 26.65 24.27 10.56 3438small proprietors with and without employees 26.00 25.46 10.38 34.54supervisors manual workers, skilled 
manual workers, semiskilled manual workers 26.33 26.11 10.68 34.95unskilled manual workers 26.43 24.52 09.90 34.59
N 278 262 281 281&ta 00.28 00.25 00.18 00.07F 04.54* 03.50* 01.79 00.25
* p <.05
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From these results it is not clear which measurement has, in this respect, the 
highest construct validity. In order to assess the difference between the 
construct validity of the measurements, we have considered the standardized 
direct and indirect effects. Also, we have considered the percentage of 
variance of ethnocentrism attributable to the selected predictors.
Figure 1. Theoretical model,
First, we discuss the results of the analysis from the Likert-technique. 
Education does not have a direct effect on ethnocentric attitudes, but has a 
strong and consistently negative direct effect on the intermediate variables. 
Therefore, the indirect effect of education on ethnocentrism is relatively 
strong. Social class has not a significant effect neither on the intermediate 
variables nor on the dependent variables. Authoritarianism is highly 
important to explain the unfavourable attitude towards outgroups. This 
predictor has also a substantial effect on a favourable attitude towards the 
ingroup. Localism does not have any effect on the dependent variables. Both 
dimensions of ethnocentrism are significantly affected by Christian beliefs. As 
mentioned earlier, some theoretically assumed relations are not significant.
Nevertheless, the total variance of both ethnocentrism dimensions 
attributable to the selected factors is quite high (42 and 43%). So these 
factors, selected on theoretical grounds, are important contributors to the 
explanation of ethnocentrism.
Table 4* Standardized direct and indirect effects and the
proportion variance explained of the full models (Likert- 
technique N=252, semantic difierential-technique N=267).
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SOCL » social class
EDU » education
AUT « authoritarianism
CHRI «  Christian beliefs
LOC “ localism
IN = favourable attitude towards the ingroup
OUT » unfavourable attitude towards outgroups
dcpcn- Indepen­
dent dent
Liked
direct Indirect adjusted falsi- 
effcct cffect R* fled
semantic differential
direct Indirect adjusted falsi- 
effect effect K* ficd
a u t  so c l
EDU
.01 yes 
-.57* no 
31
.02 yes 
--56* no 
.30
CHRI SOCL 
EDU
.05 no 
-.28* no
.06
.04 no 
-,24* no 
.04
LOC SOCL 
EDU
-.03 yes 
-.49’ no
as
-.03 yes 
-.48* no 
.25
IN SOCL 
EDU 
AUT 
CHRI 
LOC
-.03 .02 no 
..13 -.30 no 
.28* no 
.31* no 
.11 yes 
.42
-.09 .01 no 
,01 -.05 no 
,03 yes 
.20" no 
-.05 yes 
.03
OUT SOCL 
EDU 
AUT 
CHRI 
LOC
-.05 .01 no 
.00 -38 no 
.52* no 
.13* yes 
.09 yes 
.43
.00 .01 no 
.01 -.08 no 
.17* no 
-.13* yes 
.05 yes 
.02
•p<,05
Next, we discuss the results of the semantic differential. Education has a 
strong effect on the intermediate variables. Nevertheless, the indirect effects 
of this predictor on ethnocentric attitudes are very small. First, the direct 
effects of the intermediate variables are not all positive. Second, most direct 
effects of the intermediate variables on both dimensions of ethnocentrism 
are modest or low.
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Only Christian beliefs have substantial direct effects on a favourable attitude 
towards the ingroup. The unfavourable attitude towards outgroups is 
significantly affected by authoritarianism and Christian beliefs. Both effects 
are modest, The selected independent and intermediate variables together 
account for only 3 and 2% of the variance of ethnocentrism, The 
contribution of theoretically very important predictors to the explanation of 
ethnocentrism is negligible,14
6.7. Conclusions
Content validity
The operationalization according to the Likert-technique as well as according 
to the semantic differential-technique, have resulted in measurement-scales 
with sufficient content validity. In the semantic differential instruments point 
items do not appear. Also, the effects of response-set can be minimized 
easily. Therefore we suspect that the semantic differential has a higher 
degree of content validity than the Likert-measurement.
For both techniques, the theoretical dimensions of ethnocentrism, a 
favourable attitude towards the ingroup and an unfavourable attitude towards 
outgroups, are empirically distinguishable. More Likert-items are convergent 
valid than items of the semantic differential. As far as response-set effects 
exist in the extreme categories (1,2,4 or 5), they are negligible. However, by 
applying the semantic differential, many respondents consistently chose the 
middle category (3).
In the Likert- and the semantic differential-scales the same objects have 
been connected to similar attributes. We consider the discerned scales to be 
functionally and conceptually equivalent.
Reliability
The reliabilities of the Likert-scales are higher than the reliabilities of the 
scales according to the semantic differential. In particular the reliability of 
the semantic differential mgroup-scale is modest. The comparison of the 
reliabilities is difficult because of the different number of items in the four 
scales.
Construct validity
(a) Ethnocentrism measured by means of the Likert-technique, shows a 
positive correlation between the two dimensions of ethnocentrism, This 
finding corroborates the theoretical assumptions. However, the correlatiou 
is not perfect. This means that not everyone who holds an unfavourable 
attitude towards outgroups, also subscribes to a favourable attitude towards
the ingroup. In the case of measuring ethnocentrism by means of the 
semantic differential, the dimensions of ethnocentrism also appear to be 
related. Completely in contrast with the theoretical assumptions, this 
correlation is negative.
(b) The differences between assumptions regarding ethnocentrism of 
social categories and empirical findings are smaller for the Likert-technique 
than for the semantic differential. Relationships between categories of age, 
education, social class on the one hand and ethnocentrism measured by the 
Likert-technique on the other hand are statistically significant. The empirical 
relationships have been shown to be consistent with previous findings. 
Ethnocentrism measured by the semantic differential shows no statistically 
significant relationships with the discerned social categories. This finding 
contradicts the previous findings.
(c) The two techniques differ considerably in the percentage of variance 
of ethnocentrism accounted for by the selected predictors. In the case that 
ethnocentrism is measured by means of the Likert-technique, the amount of 
total variance of ethnocentrism explained by the selected predictors is quite 
high. But in the case of ethnocentrism measured by the semantic differential, 
the contribution of theoretically important predictors to the explanation of 
ethnocentrism, is negligible. From the differences in (a) relationship between 
the two dimensions of ethnocentrism, (b) ethnocentric attitudes of social 
categories and (c) the relationship of ethnocentric attitudes and relevant 
predictors, we conclude that the construct validity is higher for the Likert- 
measurement than for the semantic differential-measurement.
6.8. Discussion
Why is the questionable construct validity of the semantic .differential in 
contrast with the methodological advantages of this technique? In order to 
answer this question we first have examined the negative correlation between 
the two dimensions of ethnocentrism measured by the semantic differential. 
This unexpected negative correlation is caused notably by respondents who 
have a favourable attitude towards the ingroup as well as a favourable 
attitude towards outgroups. Respondents with an unfavourable attitude 
towards the ingroup and an unfavourable attitude towards outgroups prevail 
very infrequently. Because of this finding, we suspect that the negative 
correlation is a consequence of social desirability. Usually the respondent is 
aware that his attitude is being assessed. Therefore social desirability might 
introduce bias into the measurement. According to Fishbein and Ajzen 
(1975) the semantic differential is a possible exception to this rule. On the
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other hand Nickols and Shaw (1964) suspect that the meanings of responses 
to the semantic differential are more transparent. Social desirability could 
be an explanation for the finding that a favourable attitude towards the 
ingroup is associated with a favourable attitude towards outgroups.
A second conceivable answer to the question mentioned above, concerns 
the difficulty of the semantic differential. Application of the semantic 
differential requires a certain associative capability pf the respondent. The 
respondents have to associate an object with bipolar attributes. It is possible 
that not every respondent is capable of doing this. By applying the Likert- 
technique the respondents do not have to make the association themselves. 
In every Likert-item an object and an attribute are associated in an 
understandable way. Because the selected formulations are also common in 
daily social life, the recognizability of the items is quite high. Therefore, it 
is easy for a respondent to indicate his (dis-)agreement with a particular 
item.
The above-mentioned may also account for the fact that the meanings 
of responses to the semantic differential may be more transparent than the 
responses to the Likert-technique. Because the formulations of the Likert- 
items are also common in daily social life, it is easy for a respondent to 
indicate his (dis-)agreement with a particular item. By applying the semantic 
differential the respondents have to associate an object with an attribute 
themselves. It is possible that these processes of association make 
respondents more aware of the fact that their attitudes are being measured. 
Therefore the effect o£ social desirability may be higher in applying the 
semantic differential than in applying the Likert-technique.
Not only the construct validity, also the applicability of the semantic 
differential is not satisfactory. More then one third of the respondents 
consistently chose for every ingroup-item and/or every outgroups-item of the 
semantic differential the middle categoiy. So the discriminate power of the 
semantic differential is reduced. It appeared that the respondents concerned 
have a higher education than other respondents. Although the differences 
between both categories are small, they are statistically significant. We 
suspect that this form of response-set is also a consequence of social 
desirability. After all, notably higher educated people are acquainted with 
and act according to the social norm regarding ethnocentrism.
In conclusion, we prefer the Likert-technique as a technique to measure 
ethnocentrism above the semantic differential. Further consideration of the 
weak construct validity and questionable applicability of the semantic 
differential in the assessment of ethnocentrism is however essential.
NOTES
1. The non-selectivity of the non-response concerning age, was tested by a 
oneway analysis of variance. The non-selectivity of the non-response 
concerning gender, marital status and quarter was tested by the association 
measure Cramer’s V,
2. The representativeness of the sample was controlled by a Chi-square 
goodness-of-fit test.
3. The questions were mainly derived from a questionnaire, which was 
submitted to a representative sample of the Dutch population in 1990-1991 
(Eisinga et al. 1992).
4. The ethnic outgroups were selected on their numerical presence and their 
perceptibility in the Dutch society (Felling et al 1986b).
5. In the original Likert-measurement, the object of foreigners was also 
included. This object was not included in the semantic differential 
Therefore, this item is left out of consideration. The elimination of this item 
heightens the comparability of the two techniques.
6. The positive formulations regarding the ingroup, link up to the theoretical 
concept very well. Nevertheless, preferably the favourable formulations 
should have taken turns with one or two unfavourable formulated items.
7. The Likert-items V103, V113, V11Ó, VI17, V119, V121 en V122 were not 
formulated extremely. The choice of less extreme formulations was based on 
the controversial nature of the topic ethnocentrism.
8. SPSSX-procedure FACTOR, extraction=PAF (principal axis factoring), 
oblique rotation method.
9. Kaiser’s eigenvalue (>1), factor loading (>.40), and communality (>.20).
10. Education was measured by the highest educational level. The typology 
of social classes was derived from Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero 
(1983). This typology was made available in The Netherlands by Ganzeboom 
et al, ( 1987). Age was simply represented by respondent’s year of birth.
11. Previous research does not provide a satisfactory interpretation of the relation between age on the one hand and the intermediate and dependent 
variables on the other hand. Therefore, age has been left out of 
consideration.
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12. To meet the assumptions of linearity, we have performed a homogeneity 
analysis on the independent variable social class (SPSSX-procedure 
HOMALS), In this way both metridty of the variable social class and linearity of the variable social class with the intermediate and dependent variables in the model have been achieved.
13. The operationalization of intermediate variables has been derived from 
the original studies. The authoritarianism scale (a -.84) consists of seven 
items based on the original scale of Adorno et al. (1950). The 
operationalization of Christian belief has been based on the study of Felling 
et al., (1986a). The scale consists of eight items (a =.93). Most of the five localism-items (a =.75) has been selected from the study of Roof (1974). '
14. We have estimated the parameters of the restricted models. The direct 
and indirect effects as well as the percentage variance explained by the full 
and restrictive models differ only negligibly. Also, the substantial conclusions 
based on the restricted models are the same as the conclusions based on the 
full models. *
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